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oint maetiag of the House snd Senate Education Comnmittoes
»ocalind Lo order by Chairporson Ann Mary buzsault at

:42 v.m., in the Scrnate Chawmbors. The purposs of the moeting
5 v allow peouzle involved with special education to have

say about how it is working or not working across +he

7. L. Findley, Superintendent of special education, Great
Montana, presented his views in support of the program
:Onfana. He said he is a supervisor resrcnsible for provid- -
spacial ed in a district. He is concaerred because of the
that says by 1978 every handicepped child in a district
111 have a right to special program and related services.
burden of this falls at the local level. e realiz= that
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wa will have to do much more for the multip ly handicapued.
In that area the average expenditure per chilZ is very high
bacause of special facilities and equipment needed. We are

I'ndlng that as we start serv ng severely “andicapped,
point in time at where we beg:n serving them is crit. ~al.

ha2.e data that proves that ﬂeftlnq to the children ear ier

v oa greoat difference in toeolr education.  wWe are preven:ed
regulatlon from training these ~hildren at an early age now.
r<zd the freadom to start tralning them -t whatever age
must in order to ensure thaot we make the moz: and best
antage of whatever their po.ential may bo. Dr. Findl-y’
ricten testimony is also attachkac.
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irs, Maxine Lane, Missoula, said the 1972 Constitution

guaranteed appropriate education for all children in Montana.

0 statute, 78-7312, has an ¢xclusion clause where a child

cen be excluded from classces he is a behzvicral problem.

I think this should be elimineied. Another prc>'am is the

2finition of "educationally bhandisapped” c¢hilcdren. I believe

it should be called "learning disapilities.” During reorganiza-

tion, bureaus and agencies we given power to make rules and

rejulations. They have handiccpped delivery of services to

children by putting unnecessary restraints on schcol districts.

Rules and regulations have a tendency to lezkx cut children.

Uriess a child can fit into a legal classificztion, he cannot

ge~ services. We also have a 3% limitation cn: the number of
en in the area who can get services, when the national

e is 9-10%. I hope the Legislature will doc something

t

h= rules and regul-fions.
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a crepared s.a.ement, whic® 1s attached.

E3 Hawklasc from Bozemar - { that the rules and regulat: ns
in ctrher st.-~3 are not &5 1. and ambigucus a5 they are in
Montaris a3 e helleves Montana's laws sho:ld allow for local
fiexipil. Ya said, howsve ", that no c-ner state has 107



ngy. 2 cony Of hig written testimony and observations

‘'l5, a parent fromn Helena, submitted and read a
preparsl staiement, which is attached.

Dick_ggflsgp from Butte said he is a parent of a child of

15 with lezr ng disabilities. He said he is concerned that
there is nc brdlnlﬂg presently available; that training of
handicacped snould not be limited to age; that criteria for
these students are different than for regular students in
educaticn prozrams 1n vocational, secondary and postsecondary
centers. He said workshops are not geared to accept these
students More educational programs should be available for
those of age 15 and up.

Rudy Kocn Zrcm Butte, sald his concern was about the pre-
school students and those over 21. There should be an

opportunizy for training of these 2 age groups.

Alberta Paxton, &2 nurse from Butte, said her intorest was in
the are. oI peitel health care and medical services for
childrer. who are in special education groups and those

PErsOns O will be giving medications during the day to th..se
children Prokblems arise where no rules are set oOr proper
facilit:ias are not aviallable in rural areas. She would like
L0 see opportunities for health examinations for evaluation of
development of children. Education is not an isolated process
and she s2es a need for an exchange of information betweer
health care services and educational personnel.

Dallas w. Xeck, a school psychologist from Havre, complimer . od

the Supb-¢1t~ndent of Public Instruction for implementing special
education rules. He advocated additional training for perscns
involved in providing instruction for handicapped students. He
aald such persons nust be more flexible to handle the services
needed in caring for the learninc disabled. He also felt some
regulations were too strict and that the gifted and
exceptionally talented individual are not being helped to

reach their potential. A copy of his written statement is
attached. ’

Jen Friszh, ar employee of SRS in Helena, said tFat prograns
ought =C zZ2 availakle to a child in his own commu-ity.
Twogrims =0nald b similar to other programs for children.
CAnEDLITITT L BhLoii be availabtle for all chiludre., -- o0 o
Summer projrams. £ should ke <ecided which agency shouald
zzrve whiol age nter a school

e group. A child rust be able to en
whnen he go-s ther

irchlie Hc o izn, lioxor, spoke of the problems they have in 3xzd

Ciass dis=ricts. He is very muth against letting local
cLstLlct: zzntrol special eduration. He 1is against the rules

and regulations. He wants to g1+ 2 local districts what the



Lo 2nsn have now.  His district has one special education
teacher wnt 2ravels 6 hours a week and serves 3 elementary
scnzols. Tne 3% rule applies and our little schools need
hele Special education removes thesc people from the
H rolls and helps them live productive lives. We must
t

Gaorgla Ruth Rice, SPI, explained the Task Force organized

by her ofiice to investigate, interpret and improve the rules
and regulations which were established according to federal
laws regulating special education. She stated the results of
a rcgional meeting was the validation of certain rules and
regulations to be taken back to the representative's
particular area; that the members of the Task Force come

from communities throughout the state. She also mentioned
there is & need ‘or an advisory council for special education,

f

tur they nave yet to determine how these people wigill be chosen.
The Tasx rcrce 1ls working to correct present problems under

the fedszral lzws. She invited the Legislators to come to her
office if they had an interest in special education material,

nat for the gifted.

<irg said he 1s concecrned about better preparation for

Cazl Cal

tzachers “FO have to deal with the wide range of problems
confronting special education insiructors and the unique
situatlons of handlcapoed students. He also supported more
integration of special ed students into regular classrooms

ard tne excenditure of funds to provide the specialty training
for them a3 well as funds for training materials.

Bob Duncan, Misscula, testified that in previous years, those
chiidren with sericus learning disabilities were sent out of
the state, or, if it could be provided, were put in private
programs. These facilities are now filled with students of
their own states, so Montana must fact the obligation of

providing rrograms for the educat . on and training in this area.

Shirley DesVoe, Helena, stated that people involved in special
ed should unite in their effort tc serve the handicapped as
well as tre regular students. They must unite in not letting
teachers be overcome by the rules and regulations governing
scnool prograzms, to present a united front instead of fighting

among +themselves. Travel time and expenses for those involved

in s;e:;al education to attend conferences and seminars should
se allcwaed, with the restrictions at the federal level relieved.
A, mavre, Chalrnan oo o ool Adminisii 2CoTs Lpooo 0]

c.or Zommittee, said t“at tLL problems are in the federat

la s 2nd ws mMust write to Washinoion. Also rapidly rising

cos .5 2¥e a problem in speciali ea He suggestedl ar nteriv

lec siati-ve committee. There zvre € items the school

sdr.n..-rz-ors proposed. There should be funding f{or construc-

~+nn oa-. reatal of special facllities. There should be

fundii—~z for the gifted. Special education budgets shiould be

-3-



separate frow other schocl budgets. There should be state
funding for cut-of-district Liavel for special ed personnel.
Tnere siould be local control of special education programs.,
There should be payment for contracted sexvices. The present
law says only non-profi* organizations can be used.

Mr. Lyle Grayson, frem Billings. He agreed with Dr. Findley
apout early childhood education, transportation of students
to get to the programs, the profit contract argument. In

a study of students (109) in Billings, 78% of them are on

the job 10 years later. Special ed works. Last spring we
looked at 250 children in special education and out of them
125 were on grade level according to the data we have. He
read a letter of thanks for special ed from parents. He feels
that special ed is working well but there are areas that need
looking in to - transportation for students, contracting

with prcocfessionals for care of handicapped children.

Andy Logozzo ques-tionad the cost of special education. He
said that if taxpayers were aware of the way the money is
used for special education budgeting. He feels that general
education budgets should be wsed in addition to special ed
budgeting as a supplement. He expressed concern that
teachers shcould have a speci:l endorsement qualifying them
for special educatiaon. They should be better prepared and
required to have some type of skill level. He feels that
people on the Task Force should be required to have some
expertise in either teaching or administration.

Pete Scott, Bridger, said that he is a member of the Task
Force and that membership on it represents all interested
persons. He mentioned dealing with problems of special ed
teachers, budgeting departments, but feels that progress
has boen made.

Chairperson Dussault introduced members of the committees and
attaches.

Joyce Hines, Bozeman, said she supports several ideas presented.
The cooperative effort throughout the state needs to be
extended. Out-of-district travel is very necessary and

should be looked at by the Legislature. Her district will

not pay for *ravnl for these personnel. We must not cut ccsts
now because w2 are getting persons from Boulder in the
delnctlt;tloﬁ:llzatwod program and we need the money to plO"lde

She intont Of tha Lo ias

Forotrem, She said she 4id nob this
lature was that these peoplc should :2ade home and no money
be provided for their special educatior nceds.

r

Darryl J. Mick
special ed sar

en presented written festimony. He supports
vices throughout the state.



Ll s, tesacena Infant. Ouireach Project, stated the

D st lonk at the future of this type of program
and tace wortor of eanloyhent of students trained under i
programs and the most efficient way of funding the programs.

She advicated preventive education of infants and parents
bafore serious problems arise, especially in the 0-3 age
group. Many tliwes trouble could be prevented if the problew
is caught soon enough.

Jack Kober, Superintendent at Poplar, said he is concerncd
with the institutionalization of youth and the fact that
smaller areas are not equipped to handle all the children
coming out of Boulder. He is also concerned with programs
for the gifted child. He does not believe federal rules and
regulations should apply to the State of Montana when thew
are drafted for urban areas. He stated a concern for the
privacy of such children.

Paulette Benning, an early childhood education specialist from
RBozoman, exnressed. cocncern about services available for chilcéren
from birth, funding of programs and facilites for pre-schoolev:.
She also was concerned about training of those who give these
services — 1t is not available in Montana.

Dr. J. Strickler, Helena, said he urgced school systems be pro
vided with funds to provide services for handicapped children,
including preschoolers. He can attest to the great difference

in those who have special training and educational opportunities.
It especially helps those in the 0-3 group with hearing, visual
and cerebral palsy problems so that their intellect is not
impaired. He advccated expanding regulations to allow con-
tracting with other than non-profit professional personnel

and exper.s.

Mike Ikard, director of special ed in Conrad, said cooperatives
have overwhelming rules and regulastions to try and comply with,
even though it is very difficult for small districts, he
belie 2s that they are capable of functioning. He does not
like to see a mandate regarding speci:l ed programs for the

0-3 age group because of the difficulty placed on small rural
districts.

Peg McDonald, Billings, said she is a mother of a disabled
child ard is concerned about trarspce” tation for such chi.dren
to and from school functions. If a 'ode of transportation

s a0t availabla to %andicapﬁed chiicren, the available
Progrars wiil not ssrve therd purg e o3 This snoula oz
extended to the pres:lool group.

arnie Binion, speci:! ed has cnmo ¢ leny way. The purpose

OFf edrzation is to prepare one for zg much independence as he
can attain and maximization of his F:,ltUdLS. Every problem
must Yo odealt with if the child 135 educable. He is in faver
of cranging the age limitation so taey can help children



of «ll a2go grouwps. Those over 18 also rneed help. They do
nol disap toir just because they reach the age of 18.

A gu=zstion and answer period followed the testimony.

It was asked if there was a means of evaluating a child

or program to determine when funds allocated to special ed
could be diverted to other arcas. Larry Holmgquist, special
ed supervisor in OSPI, said the related cost-benefit
picture must be examined. Several years ago it was figured
that it costs less to educate, train and keep a child in a
workshop than in a state institution. An exchange on this
question ensued, with Jo Ann Willis stating that education
stiould be a continulng process.

Iep. Marks asked a question as to the duplication and non-
cooporation between state departments involved in special
education. Mrs. Rice said the Task Force is looking into the
matter and she is also investigating the various agencies'
positions.

Lro closing, the Chaliperson stobad “.ure were @ numboer of
1ssues arising out of this meeting. lertain of thege arcas

are now being addressed by legislatior - travel and transport.o-
tion, ability ¢f school districts to ~oatracht, service progrois
for the 21-25 aze group, scheol distr.cts' costs, gifted

child programs.

Senator Blaylock commented that the lzgislators should be
defended by all wnen someone says thew raised taxes. People
come tc the Legislature and want 100- fipancing and we give
it to them. They then turn around ané criticise us for
raising tazoes when they do i thens 1 es by demanding these
programs.

There being no further busirass, the meeting adjourned at
5:15 p.m.
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1976-77 Cost Full-time Education for Special Education Student - $9,000.0

1976-77 Cost Full-time Education for Regular Student - $1,214.00

To: Joint Education Committee

From: Robert L. Laumeyer, Boulder, Montana - Speaking as an
Individual - Representing - Self.

Members of the Senate and House Committee and guests,
I have several remarks I wish to make on the topic of special
education and education in general because I do not believe
either can or should be examined separately.

First I will examine the cost factors involved because
whether we like it or not many important educational decisions
must be based on what we can afford.

I became interested in special education three years ago
when as district superintendent I was approached about starting
a special education program in Boulder. At that time I requested
from the State Special Education office statistical information
that would show me and the board what improvements in learning
we could expect if a program in special education were established,.
Although I have made this request three times, a social worker in
my school district has made it once and the representative of this
district has also made this request, no information of this kind
has been made available to me from this office. The reports that
I have read about the effectiveness outside the State are significant
in that they show little support for the program especially in
the area of the ??if contained special education classroom,

S

As I saw’/budgets for the fiscal year 1975 approved at
thirteen million and almost eighteen million for fiscal year
1976 and twenty million for the Iiscal yvear 1977 1 began to
wonder how much money per full-time equivalent special education
student was being spent,



Joint Education Committee
January 22, 1977
Page 2

Because I did not know how to obtain this information,
in September of 1976 I wrote to the House Representative in my
district. I asked him to find out how much money was being
spent per full-time equivalent student and what kind of educational
results were being obtained. The Representative submitted my
questions to the state supervisor and did obtain some information,
however, he was told that no cost per full-time student was
available and no statistical data on student progress was available.
Information on personnel employed and total number of students
in the program were submitted to him. In the fiscal year of 1976
14,103 students were involved at a total expenditure of $17,832,356.00.
As most of the students in the special education programs are
students attending the regular school program most of the day
but receive some instruction in the special education program,
this information is not sufficient to determine full-time equivalent
cost. The 14,103 students in special education is about eight
percent of the 166,745 students enrolled in grade school and high
school for the fiscal year 1976.

After reviewing this information I felt the two most
important questions were unanswered. I called a small sample
of schcol administrators in my area and computed their full-
time equivalent cost per special education student for the
fiscal year 1977, this cost is about $9,000 per year per thirty
hours of classroom instruction per week in either individualized
or small groups being taught under this program. In reply to
my question how much benefit do you think the students in the
program are receiving, the answers varied from qui npfﬂ9§§ﬁﬁa1
to no benefit at all. Another topic that several’/brought 'up
to me was the amount of time of regular staff members that was
taken up by the special education program. One superintendent
told me that in his elementary school of 250 grade students
that his elementary principal spent one half of his time in the
special education program for fifteen students, this is an
additional cost factor I did not try to add to my full-time
equivalent special education student.

During this same fiscal year the state average in the
general fund budget per ANB in the grade school and high school
was $1,214,00 and in order to obtain this budget an average
of $31Z.90 per student had to be raised by voted levy. 1In
school districts where the special levies failed students are
receiving less than this minimum requirement.

1 have visited a school where thirty-two students were in
a regular classroom with one teacher and at the same time the
special education teacher was working with one or two students.
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I believe that the present situation is intolerable
and significant legislation is required to correct it. We
are cheating ninety-two percent of our students to finance a
program for eight percent that may be of no value to them.
To provide an adequate program for some severely handicapped
people is an impossible situation for some schools and only
regional centers could provide those needed services.

The State Board of Education establishes minimum standards
for all students. The past legislatures have passed fiscal
legislation to make it necessary for the electorate of the
school district to vote to raise about twenty-five percent of
the money needed to finance this basic education program.

At the same time these legislators have approved expenditures
of from thirteen to eighteen million dollars of State money on
a program that the directors can neither tell the cost of a
full-time student, nor give any statistical evidence that
students are doing any better under the special education
program than they are under the regular instructional program.

I believe that the solution to this problem is contained
in Article X, Section eight of the Montana State Constitution,
This section states,'" The supervision and control of schools in
each school district shall be vested in a board of trustees to
be elected as provided by law."” The legislators should return
control of the education program to the local board of trustees
by doing away with all earmark educational funds. Fund,or make
possible for the local trustees to fund,the total cost of the
minimum educational program without the vote of the people.
Allow the local trustees to havekpecial levy elections to
finance programs that go beyond that minimum educational
program. A significant part of this increased funding could
come from the money now earmarked for special educational
projects and the money that is spent tc administer these programs
from the State offices.

This would not mean the end of all special instruction,
as chapter seventy-eight of the School Laws of Montana mandates
boards to offer certain education programs or to provide for
this service. In many cases this will have to be a regicnal
center, not the local school.
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This would mean that the budgeting authority of the local
districts should be increased not less than forty percent over
the 1976-77 schedule. This would place the entire school budget
in the hands of the local trustees where the constition says
it should be,and would allow those trustees to provide an
education program as provided by law,to all students without
additional voted levies. If districts wanted to spend more
and provide more than the minimum standards they could do so
with a vote of their taxpayer. All students would then be
able to get a more equitable education with less cost to the
taxpayer.



January 21, 1977

The Honorable Chet Blaylock
Chairman, Senate Committee on Education

The Honorable Ann Marie Dussault
Chairperson, House Committee on Education

State Capitol Building
Helena, Montana 59601

Dear Senator Blaylock and Representative Dussault:

I appreciate your recent correspondence inviting me to attend the legislative
committee hearings pertaining to special education rules and regulations., T
graciously accept this opportunity to put forward a few ideas pertaining to
this topic. 1In addition, without desiring to appear pretentious, I would

like to take this opportunity to make some brief observations regarding the
current status of special education in the state of Montana in comparison

to other states as to trends, funding and development of rules and regulations.

I readily confess to my relative naivety concerning involvement in the political
arena and as a result can only hope that the attached material will be beneficial
as the legislature begins to undertake their deliberations. T again appreciate
the opportunity you have graciously afforded me in this regard.

Sincerely

-

Ed inson
1104 South Montana—--Gl16
Bozeman, Montana 59715

encl - 1
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION
Submitted to Education Committee of the Legislature
State of Montana

January, 1977

I. Rules and Regulations

A.

Comparison of Rules and Regulations of Montana to Other States

The rules and regulations of Montana pertaining to special
education as compared to similar administrative rules of other
states (Wisconsin, Michigan, California, New York and others of
which I am somewhat familiar) are from an objective analysis
considerably more flexible and simplified. Specifically, the
rules and regulations of Montana allow for greater degree of
interpretation at the local level than can be found in most
states. The obvious advantage of this occurrence is the
relative flexibility afforded to local districts in carrying
out the state mandates. The disadvantage is the ambiguity and
often conflicting interpretations of identical passages from
various special educators and administrators around the state.
In part the current "uproar" and confusion in the field of
special education can be attributed to this flexibility in
interpretation. Considering the relative newness of special
education in the state, this flexibility has produced a
paradoxical result that in my view is the direct opposite

of the original intentions of OSPI. Relative flexibility

is not even recognized by most districts. Instead the in-
tended flexibility is viewed as ambiguity, arbitrariness and
confusion at the local level. The suspicion or question often
posed as a result is that the rules and regulations are not an
accurate reflection of the statutes. Most administrators in

other states would welcome Montana's flexibility. The distinction

is that in other states districts are more experienced in the
field of special education and are prepared to interpret and
handle state rules and regulations flexibility more objectively
than is presently the case in Montana. Given the small staff
at OSPI and the large number of districts, inservice on in-
terpretation 1s most difficult and confusion is predictable.

Development of Rules and Regulations

While OSPI has made a concerted effort in having input from
the field regarding modification of existing rules and regu-
lations, this invelvement has been an after-the-fact occur-
rence. Districts are thereby placed in the position of crit-
icizing and arguing for changes after the rules have been
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developed. TIf local involvement had been sought prior to
development, this may not have occurred. In addition had
OSP1 consulted with other State Departments of Education

in regards to their rules and regulations, interpretation
would have been more uniform. In part, the present State
Superintendent's task force should alleviate this criticism.

I1. Funding

Montana is unique in the nation that special education is funded

at the 100% level from the State, No other state reimburses

districts for costs incurred to this level. The obvious advantage

is that programs can be developed and expanded at a very rapid rate in
order to meet State mandates, without having to rely on local dollar
support. Another advantage is that the state can stimulate programs
and services in communities where little sympathy or empathy exists

in regards to provision of services to handicapped children.

The disadvantages are that program costs at the state level increase
more rapidly than originally anticipated by the legislature causing

questions to be raised regarding accountability. Secondly, a subtle
disadvantage is that this level of funding causes districts to look

at special education as a "school within a school" where fiscal re-~

sponsibility is not adhered to with the same degree of intensity as

for example, the budget for the English department.

The present level of funding may foster a waste of dollars if account-
ability is removed from the local district and placed at the state
level. Coupled with the flexibility and ambiguity in the interpre-
tation of the rules and regulations, a small OSPI and regional staff
for district supervision and inservice, and the high level of funding
with fiscal accountability removed from the district level, situations
such as have been publicized in Missoula can be anticipated.

Another aspect of the current level of state funding is that often
sources of funds from the federal level are not considered to the
extent possible. Specifically, there is little stimulus for a

district tc attempt to secure competitive title grants if the state
pays for the entire program. The state as a fiscal unit is forced

to secure special consideration from the federal government to allow
supplanting of federal dollars as opposed to supplementing funds
available. If organized and administered effectively, federal dollars
can serve as a multiplying factor in support of special education
services for a state. Where state funding is at the 100Z level, fed-
eral dollars can only be used as an additive factor. If not an obvious
waste of available funds, it is certainly a potential waste in light

of what these funds could do if there is stimulus for competitive
dollars. As funding laws pertaining to special education programs

are implemented and additional funds are provided to states, this
should become an even more critical area of concern to the legislature.
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A final area of concern pertaining to the current state funding level
is that it does not foster an attitude of program responsibility at
the local district level. Only occasionally will a district decide
to fund an activity or service that is disapproved from OSPI. More
frequently is the reaction that if the state will not pay for it,
neither will the district. In my view, this is not the intention of
state statutes and having special education services become a respon-
sibility of the local district,

Public School Responsibility, Ages 3-21

Federal statutes will reimburse states for service to public school
handicapped children between the ages of 3 and 21. Reimbursement

will probably not be forthcoming for individuals between the ages of

21 to 25. Montana's permissable legislation for public school re-
sponsibility to individuals between the ages of 21 to 25 18 unique in
the nation. It is not in line with any other state or federal law.
While the original intention most likely was to facllitate some service
to individuals where none was available, this, in my view, has not been
the result, Through the omission of service to TMR individuwals in this
permissive legislation, the result has been to encourage local Child
Study Teams to reidentify the TMR as EMR and to therefore continue
service until age 25. In this writer's opinion no single area of the
legislation is more in need of immediate modification than this. Con-
fusion and argument pervails at the local level as to which agency has
responsibility for service to the 21 to 25 year old age group. The
professional literature is replete with data that "school service,
academic services, etc.'" are less valuable to this group than vocational
training, on-the~job experiences, sheltered workshops, and the like.

To my knowledge all states cease public school responsibility at age 21,
Rather than legislating public school responsibility for ages 21 to 25
many states are extending permissive legislation tao the O to 3 age group
so as to allow and stimulate preventative programs to be developed.

This practice is in line with professional literature and has been found
advantageous repeatedly.

Conceptualization of Program Needs for Low Incidence Handicapping
Condition

Conditions such as blindness, deafness, severe multiple handicaps, and
severe physical handicaps are fortunately low incidence conditions (less'
than !5 of 1% of the population per handicap). These children require
highly specialized and sophisticated programs if thelr potential for
participation in the community is to be obtained. Because of the very
low incidence of these conditions adequate programming at the district
level is exceedingly difficult. Often these children are placed in the
existing programs and accommodated as best as possible. The state must
eventually recognize the multi-district or even multi-regional programs
as the only viable way to adequately meet these youngsters' needs. The
position that each district should be able to meet the needs of every

type of handicapping condition in programs housed locally is misguided.
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Tuter~-district cooperatives for highly specialized programs serving

low incidence handicapped children is inevitable. Conceptualizing

this neced and stimulating the development of these intensified pro-

grams must be addressed by OSPI and regional staff. The cost effect-
iveness of each local district having to develop programs for these
children 1s, 1f investigated objectively, highly questionable. Presently,
procedures for establishing inter-district cooperatives inhibits and dis-
courages the development of these programs,

Suggestions for Consideration
1. Rules and Regulations

The present state superintendent's task force should

go far in providing local input in rules and regulations
development and modification. However, it will be
important to maintain a similar type of policy advisory
council after the immediate concerns have been attended
to. OSPI should be required to have such a council.
There is ample precedent for same for most states do
have this vehicle to enable ongoing input from the
public regarding public school special education
services. Federal law recommends this procedure in
connection with the '"state plan'" which is required of
every state.

2. Cooperative Services

Legislation should be developed which allows and en-
courages inter-district cooperatives for purposes of
delivering specialized programs for low incidence
handicapping conditions. This can be rendered through
the region as a fiscal agent or a particular school
district.

3. Establish School Responsibility for Children Ages 3-21

Amendatory legislation should be drafted which limits
school responsibility to individuals between the ages

of 3 and 21. Programs between the ages of 0 and 3 should
be permissive in nature with OSPI approval. Individuals
between the ages of 21 and 25 should not be the responsi-
bility of the public schools. DD has been funded for
this purpose and duplication of service would thereby ba
eliminated if this amendatory legislation ‘was passed.

4. Funding

In my opinion, any change in funding at this time would
produce disastrous results in terms of services to handi-
capped children. Given the present atmosphere of confusion
and turmoil in regards to special education, a cut in funding
or a change in the funding pattern for the 1977-78 school
year would produce a highly negative result, At the same
time, the present level of funding cannot go on indefinitely.
Rather than recommending specific modifications, I strongly
suggest the legislature appropriate a source of funds in



~5-

order to obtain consultation and study in regards to
future patterns of speclal education funding. Several
states have taken this course of action with effective
results. I further suggest that this be a legislative
activity versus an OSPI responsibility. Ome of the
charges given to the particular committee established
by the legislature should be to investigate funding
patterns as in existence in other states. There are

a number of reputable private firms who have experience
in working with legislative bodies in this area and
could be asked to submit bids for contract to complete
this study. Another option is to appoint individuals
within the state to comprise this committee and to
charge the committee with the responsibillity of in-

vestigating funding patterns utilized successfully
elsewhere.

Ed Hawkinson
1104 South Montana--G16
Bozeman, Montana 59715



Chairpersons, Members of the committee, ladies and Gentlemen:

I am JoAnn Willis, a parent of an exceptional child in special education,
and an advocate for all handicapped citizens.

There are several areas in special educatien that dpaely concern me, The
first area is teacher preparation. There 14 aething “special® about

courses required to meet certification. Mot methkods and materials courses
are the same courses required for regublr certification. College instructors
seldom) teach special methods of apprpaching the "3 R's" forithose children

who do not learn 1n the average way. Few tourses are taught to help teachers
prepare themselves to alid the individusl recéive an education in areas not
described as the "3 R's"., No training is given in teaching specific job
skills. No training in exceptionalities is gIf¥6d required of teachers holding
regular certification, which can create problems in " main streaming." The
Child can drown without adequate assistance in such a situation.

Another area of concern is that very few attempts are made to teach sgpecific
job skills. Vocational classes are filled early before child study teams

meet and the child, if space 18 available, often enters the class several days
late, giving the child an additional handicap. No adaptations in methods

and materials are made to assist the child in acquiring specific job &kills
although federal vocational education funds require 1 of funds recikkved for
such programs be spent on the handicapped. If available, these courses are
available only to a few individuals in larger communitkes who are in Work

Study programs. Many work study programs noggfzﬁizzision in att;tgge to aid the

in ividua%,;n acquifing salable job skills, e T PR e,

s ode A Can. €yl f,ﬁwd A X Rk, - panged L Db ety
other area of conce¥n is that too often ovwth in‘“an individual

may be stifled by the system which eaan trap an individual in the same
classroom with the same teacher and the ssme curriculum for all of his
school years, Children are made to fit the system rather than the system
accepting the challenge to meet the individuale personal needs,

The emtire special education system is lacking in programaticd accountability.
Montana has attempted to achieve fiscal accountability but without assessing
programatic achievements such data is meaningleas,

It may sound that I am against special education, I am not, I see it as &
field that has unlimited potential., Tthnology end materials do exist to
enable each child to grow in learning towards reaching his own maximum
potential and to find his own useful, unique place in socliety. There are
many programs and many very special ieachera in this state that truly try
to achieve this goal. The challange that faces all of us as parent,
teachers, administrators, legislators and taxpayers is to make this goal a
reality for each child regardless of his handicapping condition, It is a
challange that cen be met if we make " special education" out of all education.
Special in that it meets the needs of each individual student and is not
measured by proficiencies in the areas of just the "3 R'a".

Thank you.
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CHAIRPERSONS: ANN MARY DUSSAULT and CHET BLAYLOCK
MEMBERS : COMMITTEES ON EDUCATION

Montanans can be proud of the provisions the Legislatures in recent
years have made in the laws which provide for the Education of Handicapped

Persons In Montana.

| would also like to compliment the Office of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction for the exceptional job done in implementing the
law in the schools. The numerous hearings that were conducted and two
drafts with invitation to comment gave Montanans the opportunity for
input. Many frustrations must have been encountered by the Superinten-
dent's Office when Federal legislation (94-142) changed, and matters of
due process required additional revisions of the Rules and Regulations.

They are to be commended for the accomplishments.

Following are some additional matters which It is important that

the 1977 Legislature consider:



OUT-OF-DISTRICT TRAVEL:

Rules and Regulations do not provide for out-of-district travel

by speclial education personnel.

Due to the responsibllitlies mandated to school districts to provide
for a free public education for all children, trained professional person-
nel to provide these services have not been easy to secure. Individuals
with minimal training have been employed. The need for continuing in-
service training Is met only as long as trailners are brought into the
district. There is a need for provision to send personnel out of the
district to participate In training programs and seminars, dealing with
current trends, research findings, and their application to district

problems.

A formula to limlt expenditures in this area may need to be stipu~

lated.

CONSULTANTS:

Present stipulations provide for contracting with consultants from
non-profit organizations only. For must effective use of training and
in~service monies, school distructs must have the flexibility to contract

with any avallable suppllier of services.



SECTION 2: 94-142

EVALUATION
At least one additional Individual, certified, licensed, or approved
by State Educational Agency, to conduct Individual diagnostic examina-

tion of children. Such as . . . , remedial reading teachers.

The present draft of the Rules and Regulations does not address it-
self to the use of remedial reading teachers as a part of the diagnostic

team.

SECTION 3, b-1: 94-142

Criterla for determining the existance of a specific learning disa-
biltity:

CA (}ﬁ%* + 0.l%> - 2.5 = Severe Discrepancy Level

The formula used to determine eligibility computes too severe a

discrepancy to be realistic for regular classroom programming.
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/ + SPECIAL EDUCATION OF INTELLECTUALLY GIFTED:

Reasons for a state funded program for the intellectually gifted:
1. The needs of the bright student are not being adequately met In this state.
a. Bright students dropping out of school.
B. Those who stay In are often bored.
c. The 0SSPl is pledged to meet the potential of each student in Montana
as expressed In the fifteen points outlined in the 1972 needs assess-
ment statement. The bright student Is so far ignored by the state.
2. The Federal Projects Act of 1975 will make available grants to $70,000
to each of ten states to ald In developing programs for the gifted. Montana,
as a state, needs to show some Initiative to be considered for these funds.
3. There would be good return on state money given for the gifted In terms
of leadership development, greater scholarship earning capacity (National
Merit Scholarships, etc.), and accomplishment by those whose potentlal
might go untapped.
L., A necessity in a world where nations are still in a struggle for survival
and supremacy. Rome fell not only to the barbarians, but to mediocrity.
The United States and Montana, in falling to support the bright and gifted
individuals in Its midst, are taking a stand for mediocrity. A man's values
are where his monéy goes. So far the state legislature has favored lower
taxes over support for the potential leaders of our country. The Russians
give all kinds of economic support to their bright students; can we In
the United States afford to do any less?
5. Can the legislature see funds for the gifted not as a luxury, but as a
necessity (one part In national survival)?
Dallas W. Keck
School Psychologist, Havre Publlic Schools
Chalrman, Region || Developmentally Disabled Councl]
Chalrman, Reglonal Living Services Council

iomediate Past President, Montana Personnel and
Guidance Association

Member, Montana School Psychologlists Assecietion
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BEASTER SEAL SOCIETY

FOR CRIPPLED CHILDREN AND ADULTS OF MONTANA

January 21, 1977

Dear Legislator:

STATE For the past several years the Office of Superintendent of Public
OFFICE Instruction has contracted for some audiological services from the
Montana Easter Seal Society. We have, therefore, had the opportunity
] 4400 CENTRAL AVE. to watch and be involved in the development of one of the most complete
GREATFALLS, MT.59401 and complex delivery systems to hearing impaired children in the
PHONE. 761-3680 United States. Very few states can boast of programs with the scope
WILLIAM N. SIRAK and depth of Montana's. Nearly every child in the state, no matter how
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR small their school district, now has some services available.
JOHN E. PANNELL This development has Targely been due to the cooperative efforts of

ASSOCIATEDIRECTOR  many agencies including the Montana Division of Vocational Rehabil-

itation, the Montana Department of Health and Environmental Science

TREATMENT and the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction. The 0SPI
CENTERS has, however, been the largest financial contributor, through the
Special Education funding.
] DEACGNESS HOSPITAL
BILLINGS, MT. 59101 The cooperative nature of these programs has allowed for the

PHONE: 259-5551 development of services to all age groups by making maximum use of

MONTANASTATEUNIY,  available personnel and funds. Many of the centers offer a complete

BOZEMAN, MT. 59715 community program and serve all ages while serving the needs of
PHONE: 994-4563 education.

lgginfagﬂgﬁi I would personally, and on behalf of the Montana Easter Seal Society

PHONE: 723.4373 audiological program, like to take this opportunity to commend the
Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction for their

Iég—éNDAﬁizwg support and leadership in the development of regulations which have

PHSNQEQLg%ﬁ;S allowed for the creation of exemplary programs for handicapped
children. The Special Education personnel have worked long and hard,

14400 CENTRAL AVE. often without thanks, to develop programs to serve children, and

GREALIALLS MT,5949T  they deserve our praise. |

1700—11TH AVENUE Although the regulations are, at this time, often unwielding and

HELENA, MT. 59601 time consuming in enforcement, they have resulted in broader

PHONE: 442-2061 services throughout the state.

I would encourage the 1977 Legislature to continue their support
of Special Education in this state.

S1ncere1y yours, //

Kot /M, -

Darrell J. Micken, M.A.
Audiologist

’ DJM:ebs
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lar Public Schools

DFFICE DOF THE SUPERINTENDENT

Pnpla r, Montana

Jamary 24, 1977

TO: House & Senate Comnittees on Education
FRM: Jack E. Kober, Superintendent of Poplar Schools

RE: Special Education

The hearing for Special Education gave a mumber of people the opportunity to voice
their opinions about Special Education and I for one appreciate the time you made
available so that the various voices could be heard. Time being at a premium, it
was difficult for me to summarize my views in five minutes so I will attempt to
reiterate some concerns.

First of all, I would like to paraphrase Dub Finley's remarks wherein he stated
something to the effect that the law allows for special education but regulation
revents. We do need the full liberty of the law, but again I feel that Montana's
needs are different from national needs on the basis of numbers and our own
circumstances as opposed to those in urban populations. The legislature could do
a great service in establishing that train of thought.

Maxine Lane's concern about the school's responsibility for determining why
children requiring services are not in school raises my own concerns about the
Privacy Act. At what point do we determine whether the schools are helping or
meddling. A great deal of time and money has been spent in Project Child Find and
yet what are we to do if parents refuse the service?

I totally disagree with Superintendent Laumeyer's approach to the problem and do
agree with the concept of 1007 funding, but this also causes me to request special
consideration for the gifted and talented students who often are lost in the
educational processes as they sametimes feel they are ignored because people feel
that they can make it "regardless.'' Also consideration needs to be given to more
equitable funding of the Foundation Program in general to assure the vast majority
of "average' students of a good education.

As "de-institutionalization' becames more of a reality, I caution the indiscriminatory

distribution of youngsters to establish regional 'parity.' This sounds fair on the
surface when actually it could create situations of isolation wherein some of these
people could be as out of place as Wilt Chamberlain at a Pygmy Picnic with even more
outrageous costs. This analogy may be poor because the whole idea is ludicrous. The
same realization could be considered in conceptualizing the low incidence levels of
deafness, blindness, etc.

THE DiL CITY OF THE NORTHWEST

Poplar Elementary  Phone 768-3408
Poplor High School  Phone 768-3410

MEMBER OF THE NORTHWEST ACCREDITING ASSCCIATION m—e—
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I agree that many of our special education products have the ability to provide
for themselves and to be productive citizens at same level in our society as was
borne out by Lyle Grayson's 78% figure from Billings. This certainly can be
supparted by other statistics on rehabilitation as opposed to ''closeting."

Regional Councils have worked on preventing duplication of services and I'm sure
this can be accamlished wherein there is overlap and identification of roles can
be clarified. Please note: This past week I had the pleasure of following through
on some eye surgery for one of my special education students through Visual
Services at the state level. Parental inability to pay would have prevented this
corrective surgery if the state agency would not have been able to help and this
was all accomplished with a minimum of bureaucratic paperwork for which T was
grateful. This is an example of a supportive agency that has a definite function
though overlap may exist.

My personal reasons for making a 900 mile round trip on icy roads for a three hour
session are as follows:

1. I think special education in Montana is good and continuously improving.

2. 1t seams we are continuously being given mandates to perform some
function and then are given regulations that are so restrictive it is
difficult to get the job done.

3. As administrator in the agency town of an Indian Reservation, I am
continually confronted with special education problems that are unique
and do not necessarily fit in with federal regulations.

4. Despite various disagreements that I have had with people in the State
Special Education Office, I find them to be people interested in getting
the job done and are worthy of my support.

5. Finally, when I consider the vast amount of time that I have spent
dealing with special education programs and problems, I find that I am
still confused but bumble along as best I can to help my students. I can
fully empathize with the Legislative Education Committees in their efforts
to deal with these problems on a limited amount of information which is
always loaded with bias and hidden meaning. I certainly appreciate the
hours of time you have given to hear the various views.

Footnote to Representative Kvaalen: Since our lovely modulator chose to ''gag"

me on your question concerning, and I paraphrase,---'That point in time when

we recognize that our efforts are futile and we should shut them off'---, I

don't think that can be answered any better than answering the question of 'who'
and 'when' to pull the plug on life-support systems that we are currently using

in many of our hospitals. I feel that I have that right concerning myself but
don't think I can play God with others. On a more personal point of reference,
same of my staff members and myself made a decision on scme ''trainable"

youngsters at a time in school history when providing this service was 'permissive
only. This decision was based on a 'one' or 'two' week trial period. Fortunately,
we chose the latter only to find that our decision brousht two ''trainables' to

the level of being 'educable" over a seven month period rather than being dropped
entirely. That is a prime example of a time in my life when the good Lord helped
me make the right decision and I use this example frequently to jack-up my
conscience.

Enough of this pontification as it would be easy to respond on every point that
was raised. To all of you, thank you for your time in behalf of Montana's
thousands of students. Should my meager background in education be of any use
to any of you, please feel free to contact me.



STATE OF MONTANA

'OFIFIC]E‘ OF THIC STATE SUPERINTENDIENT

KELIENA 00301

MONTANA SPECIAL EDUCATION : . L |
REGIONAL SERVICES | o | D B URG
3911 CENTRAL AVENUE | R . ‘public Instruction
GREAT FALLS, MT 59401 : | -
TELEPHONE: 727-6303

January 13, 1977
POSITION PAPER

In the past few years it has become apparent to many of us who are involved

in the education of handicapped children that we are neglecting perhaps the
most important age group of handicapped children, that being the birth through
three group.

Special Education is now responsible for the six through twenty-one age group
“and may elect to serve three through six and twenty-one through twenty-five
as the larger districts, including Great Falls, are currently doing.

The Developmental Disabilities Bureau of Social and Rehabilitative Services
are providing services for the adult handicapped population. Developmental
Disabilities is also reluctantly accepting responsibility for the birth to
3 year group. We feel that these babies would be more adequately served by
education. Perhaps a restructuring of service delivery would increase
educational effectiveness, cost effectiveness and decrease administrative
requirements. This structure might be as follows:

Education--responsible for providing educational services to handi-
capped children birth through twenty-one years of age.

Developmental Disabilities--responsible for providing services for
twenty-one through death.

From an economic and cost-effectiveness standpoint, it stands to reason that
by using the present educational administrative structure rather than build-
ing a new administrative order under Developmental Disabilities, we would be
saving tax dollars. (Administering programs to babies is totally different
than administering programs to handicapped adults.) Also, any time a person,
whether he be handicapped or not, and whether he is a child or adult, moves
from one agency to angther, whether it be education or occupation; there is
additional expense involved as well as a period of time during the transition .
when performance is decreased. The continuum is interupted, not as a fault

of the agencies involved, but as a fact of life when one shifts from one
agency to another If Developmental Disabilities is to be responsible for

the birth to three year group, then education is responsible for 3 to 25 years,
and finally Developmental Disabilities is again responsible for 25 through
death; we are forcing these people to undergo three transitions. Again, if
education were responsible to birth through 21 years and Developmental Dis-
abilities responsible for 21 through death, this continuum would be inter-
rupted only once. ' : A .



Position Paper
Page 2

Those persons involved in education are by law well trained people. This is
expecially true in the field of Special Educationsand the more severe the
handicapping condition, the better trained are those involved. This is not
to say that Developmental Disabilities does not employ the best trained people,
but Developmental Disabilities is not as stringently bound by law to hire
degreed people. We must have the most competent individuals available to
work with young handicapped children as well as those in the older age groups.
It is felt that with the training requirements education 1s bound by, the

" quality of service will be enhanced.

The service mode! to handicapped babies would not, in most cases, be a physical
school setting, rather the teacher or intervention specialist would go to the
home and train parents along with the children until such time that it was
determined that the child could better benifit from a school setting. This
person would work in close contact with the medical profession and other
appropriate service agencies to insure maximum development of potential.

We are not proposing to seperate babjes from the home and definately not to
create anything resembling an institutional setting. We feel that infant
intervention will help to discontinue the need for places such as Boulder
River School and Hosp1ta1 except in extreme cases. It {s less expensive to
educate a person in the home community or school, than it i{s to institutional-

ize him.
' Respectfully si§?1£¥ed, ‘ 5)

‘Bradley W. Nimmick
Consultant/Severely Handicapped
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